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work because employers would rather hire
and exploit their sons and daughters; and

Whereas, children as young as 6 years of
age work 15 hours a day, 7 days a week,
scrambling for food, drugged to enable them
to work longer and faster and often bent,
cowed and crippled from overwork, accidents
and starvation; and

Whereas, at a time when new technologies
allow monetary investments to cross na-
tional borders with a keystroke on a com-
puter and where capital can shop the world
for the least expensive and most vulnerable
workers, citizens of the United States must
ensure that human values such as the dig-
nity of working men and women and the
dreams for their children continue to be hon-
ored; and

Whereas, international economic competi-
tion must not be allowed to degenerate into
a race to the bottom where standards under
which most people live are sacrificed for the
private profit of a privileged few; and

Whereas, companies in the United States
must be held accountable for the actions of
their contractors at home and abroad; and

Whereas, persons in business, labor and
government in our country need to do more
by taking action against sweatshops and
child labor in our own country as well as in
other countries in the world; now, therefore,

The People of the State of Nevada, rep-
resented in Senate and Assembly, do enact
as follows:

Section 1. 1. The Nevada Legislature here-
by urges:

(a) Congress to address the problem of
child labor, both in the United States and
abroad;

(b) Congress to support the adoption of the
International Labor Organization convention
on the elimination of child labor resulting
from the 86th and 87th congressional sessions
of the International Labor Organization in
1998 and 1999, respectively; and

(c) Businesses in the State of Nevada not
to sell products made through the labor of
children.

2. The Secretary of the Senate shall pre-
pare and transmit a copy of this act to the
Vice President of the United States as the
presiding officer of the Senate, the Speaker
of the House of Representatives and each
member of the Nevada Congressional Delega-
tion.

SEC. 2. This act becomes effective upon
passage and approval.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on Fi-
nance, with an amendment in the nature of
a substitute:

S. 1093. A bill to extend nondiscriminatory
treatment (most-favored-nation treatment)
to the products of the Lao People’s Demo-
cratic Republic, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 105–83).

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr.
DEWINE, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. HARKIN,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. REED, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
WELLSTONE, and Mr. WYDEN):

S. 1183. A bill to repeal the provision cred-
iting increased excise taxes on certain to-

bacco products against payments made pur-
suant to the tobacco industry settlement
legislation; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
DEWINE, and Mr. BIDEN):

S. 1184. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to waive nonimmigrant
visa fees for aliens seeking to enter the Unit-
ed States to engage in certain charitable ac-
tivities; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and
Mr. BREAUX):

S. 1185. A bill to provide employees with
more access to information concerning their
pension plans and with additional mecha-
nisms to enforce their rights under such
plans; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr.
WELLSTONE):

S. 1186. A bill to provide for education and
training, and for other purposes: to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself,
Mr. HOLLINGS, and Mr. THURMOND):

S. 1187. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on ferroboron; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. KOHL:
S. 1188. A bill to amend chapters 83 and 85

of title 28, United States Code, relating to
the jurisdiction of the District Court for the
District of Columbia, and the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon (for himself
and Mr. HATCH):

S. 1189. A bill to increase the criminal pen-
alties for assaulting or threatening Federal
judges, their family members, and other pub-
lic servants, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ALLARD:
S. 1190. A bill to reform the financing of

Federal elections; to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DEWINE and
Mr. BIDEN):

S. 1184. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to waive non-
immigrant visa fees for aliens seeking
to enter the United States to engage in
certain charitable activities; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

THE MOTHER TERESA FEE WAIVER ACT OF 1997

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President. I am
proud today to introduce—along with
my colleagues Senators KENNEDY,
ABRAHAM, LEAHY, and DEWINE—the
Mother Teresa fee waiver bill of 1997.

While daily newscasts focus our at-
tention on the scourge of senseless
crime and deadly drugs in our country
and around the world, Mother Teresa’s
death last week focused the world’s at-
tention on the simple good works that
are all too often overlooked.

As the flag of India was draped over
Mother Teresa, an observer commented
‘‘She now belongs to the State.’’ I
think it is more accurate to say that
Mother Teresa has and will always be-
long to the world. In an era where the
phrase ‘‘global economy’’ has become
commonplace, Mother Teresa rep-

resented a ‘‘global morality.’’ Her good
works, and those of so many other reli-
gious organizations around the world
are not, and should not be, confined by
national borders and boundaries.

Shortly before her death, Mother Te-
resa personally sought a waiver of the
fees charged to her missionaries seek-
ing to enter this country on a tem-
porary basis to help the poorest of the
poor and the sickest of the sick in our
own cities. Of course, she was abso-
lutely right. We should give thanks to
these kind and giving persons who
travel to foreign lands for no other pur-
pose than to give of themselves to help
the neediest in those lands. Instead,
we’ve been charging them. It is an ab-
surd situation that needs to be rem-
edied.

I am, therefore, pleased today to
stand with my colleagues in introduc-
ing a simple and straightforward bill
that would waive the fees for persons
coming here temporarily for the pur-
pose of engaging in charitable activi-
ties to help the needy. This bill is but
one small but fitting and timely trib-
ute to Mother Teresa who stood under
5 feet but whose goodness and right-
eousness made her tower among us.

I look forward to the Senate’s swift
action on this measure.

Mr. KENNEDY. I am pleased to join
with Senator HATCH in sponsoring leg-
islation requested by Mother Teresa to
waive visa application fees for religious
workers coming to the United States
to perform charitable work for tem-
porary periods.

During her visits to the United
States, Mother Teresa asked President
Clinton to take this step to waive visa
fees for her missionaries coming to
work in this country. Her Missionaries
of Charity come to America to help the
poor in our communities and to min-
ister to the sick and the elderly. Each
time they travel here, they are re-
quired to pay a $120 visa fee to the U.S.
Government.

It makes no sense to require these re-
ligious workers to pay a fee to the Fed-
eral Government in order to come here
to help our communities. The legisla-
tion we introduce today would waive
the fee in these instances.

This past weekend, while attending
Mother Teresa’s funeral in India, the
First Lady met with Sister Nirmala,
Mother Teresa’s successor at the Mis-
sionaries of Charity Order in Calcutta.
Sister Nirmala asked once again for a
waiver of the visa fee and was delighted
to learn that the U.S. Senate would be
considering legislation this week to ac-
complish this goal as Mother Teresa
had requested.

This is an important step that Con-
gress can take to honor the memory of
Mother Theresa and the compassionate
work that her order brings to America.
I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President. I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of legislation
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authored by Senators HATCH and KEN-
NEDY to waive the visa fees for reli-
gious workers who enter to perform
charitable functions.

It is not in the U.S. interest to im-
pose fees that inhibit or otherwise bur-
den individuals who seek to help our
communities. Mother Teresa spoke
specifically of eliminating these fees
for members of her mission coming to
the United States to serve the poor, so
as to make the money available for
more good works. I applaud Senators
HATCH and KENNEDY for introducing
this important legislation.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself
and Mr. BREAUX):

S. 1185. A bill to provide employees
with more access to information con-
cerning their pension plans and with
additional mechanisms to enforce their
rights under such plans; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

THE PENSION TOOLS ACT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. GRASSLEY.
Mr. President, today I rise to introduce
the Pension Tools Act of 1997. Why pen-
sion tools? Because this legislation
contains the components, or tools that
will assist pension participants and re-
tirees to understand the fundamentals
of their pension plans, get them to
think about their retirement for the
long term, and when problems arise—
help put in place a cost-effective con-
flicts resolution process.

This legislation is very important to
today’s retirees and workers. In June,
the Senate Aging Committee, which I
chair, convened a hearing which high-
lighted the growing problem of pension
mistakes. That’s right, Mr. President.
A pension mistake. The problem ad-
dressed at the hearing did not target
intentional wrongdoing—but honest
mistakes by employers which can lead
to a cut in a monthly pension payment
or a lump-sum payment a worker takes
when leaving a job.

It’s impossible to determine how big
the problem is, but it is a growing con-
cern. To try to document how big the
problem could be, I asked the Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation [PBGC]
to provide me with data about a pro-
gram they administer called the stand-
ard termination audit program. The
program audits a sample of plans which
have terminated—these are not plans
which have gone bankrupt. The PBGC
released a letter to my committee
which showed that certain pension pay-
outs have errors in the range of 8 per-
cent. That number has increased since
the program started back in 1986 when
it was 2 percent. Many of these errors
involve substantial sums of money. In
fact, one in three people who were
shortchanged, were shortchanged by at
least $1,000.

Other pension experts and advocates
would put the number of mistakes at a
higher rate—in the range of 15 to 20
percent. But we just can’t say what the
number is because none of the agencies
who regulate pensions audit whether or
not the pensions and lump-sum pay-

ments that are made to the majority of
workers and retirees are usually accu-
rate. Most employers are doing their
best to pay the right amount but mis-
takes do happen. The problem is that
people are not aware that they really
need to verify that their pension pay-
outs are the right amount.

The hearing called attention to that
very problem. Too many workers lack
a full understanding of how their pen-
sion works and how much their benefit
will be until just before retirement.

It is my hope that this legislation
will be a vital part of our effort to edu-
cate people about the need to prepare
for retirement. One of the components
of good retirement preparation is
tracking your employer-provided pen-
sion and knowing your pension rights.

Specifically, this legislation will give
employees the opportunity to have
benefit statements sent to them on a
regular basis. In addition, the legisla-
tion clarifies that pension plan partici-
pants and beneficiaries should have ac-
cess to plan documents which show
how their pension benefit was cal-
culated. That way, they can check the
math and verify that their benefit is
correct.

My bill will also address two other
problems raised at the hearing. First,
one problem faced by pension partici-
pants and beneficiaries is that employ-
ers are slow to respond to their re-
quests for information. To address that
problem, we will authorize the Sec-
retary of Labor to assess a fine if an
employer fails or refuses to provide in-
formation in a timely manner. The
other problem that this bill will ad-
dress is to clarify that a person who
has been cashed out of a plan can still
get information from the plan adminis-
trator if a problem arises after the per-
son separates from employment.

Senator BREAUX and I are also in-
cluding a directive to the Secretary of
Labor to draft model procedures for al-
ternative dispute resolution. The en-
forcement option open to pension par-
ticipants now—a lawsuit—is simply too
costly for many people who are living
on a fixed income.

Part of the problem we see is that
pensions are very complex. It is hard
for employers to administer pensions
even with the expert advice of paid
pension consultants. I am continuing
to seek ways to alleviate some of the
pressure on employers. We have al-
ready taken the first step of asking the
General Accounting Office to review
the changes in the law since the pas-
sage of GATT—this had an impact on
interest rates—one of the areas where
we see the most problems in pension
errors. We are also looking into the
usefulness of mandating that employ-
ers provide a summary annual report of
the pension plan to participants every
year. These summary reports are not
user-friendly and do not provide the
participants with information in an ac-
cessible way. Benefit statements and
the use of education and outreach may
provide a substitute for the annual

mailing of summary annual reports to
pension participants.

I am also submitting for the RECORD
two letters of support for the legisla-
tion. The first letter is from the Pen-
sion Rights Center here in Washington,
DC. The center has a long history as an
effective advocate for participant
rights. The second letter was submit-
ted by the American Society of Pen-
sion Actuaries. This group strongly
supports the idea of automatic benefit
statements and we will certainly work
with them to clarify language in the
legislation.

While great strides have been made
since the act went into effect, partici-
pants and beneficiaries still lack access
to basic but vital information and tools
to enforce their rights. Having a pen-
sion can make all the difference to peo-
ple once they retire. The Pension Tools
Act strikes the right balance to get
people useful information about their
pensions and help them enforce basic
rights to that information. I urge my
colleagues to support the efforts of
Senator BREAUX and myself to ensure
that retirees and workers get every
penny they have earned when the time
comes to retire.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional material be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN SOCIETY OF
PENSION ACTUARIES,

Arlington, VA, September 16, 1997.
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
Special Committee on Aging, U.S. Senate, Dirk-

sen Senate Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN GRASSLEY: The American
Society of Pension Actuaries appreciates
your efforts to ensure that plan participants
and beneficiaries have sufficient information
about their plan benefits. ASPA believes
that better informed participants will be-
come more active participants. Particularly,
ASPA strongly supports your proposals to
provide for participant benefit statements
and benefit calculations. This invaluable in-
formation will allow plan participants to
more accurately plan for retirement.

We agree conceptually with the other pro-
posals outlined in the ‘‘Summary of Pension
Tools Act of 1997,’’ which was provided to us
by your staff. However, we are unable to
more fully endorse the entire bill until we
have had an opportunity to review the de-
tailed legislative language. Further, we
would like to alert you about two general
concerns we have pertaining to two of the
proposals outlined.

First, one of the proposals would treat par-
ticipants who have been ‘‘cashed out’’ of the
plan as ‘‘active’’ participants for purposes of
obtaining information about the plan as al-
lowed under the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act. Although we appreciate
the general objective underlying this pro-
posal, we are concerned if the proposal would
allow, for instance, a former participant to
request a benefit calculation after ten years.
Such a request would be a tremendous hard-
ship on the plan sponsor or plan adminis-
trator since in most cases such records are
not retained for a long period of time. We
would suggest giving participants a fixed pe-
riod of time—such as 18 months after they
have received their benefits—to request this
information.
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Second, another proposal would require the

Secretary of Labor to develop model alter-
native dispute resolution procedures. We
agree that such procedures can often be a
more efficient means for resolving disputes,
and we also agree with your conclusion to
give plans the option of choosing to adopt
such procedures. The summary further indi-
cates that the Secretary of Labor would for-
mulate a list of neutral experts to serve as
mediators. We are concerned that such a list
would become politicized. Consequently, we
would suggest as an alternative that the Sec-
retary of Labor be tasked with simply main-
taining the list and that any pension profes-
sional meeting objective qualification re-
quirements be permitted to be listed.

We hope these comments are helpful and
we look forward to working with you and
your staff toward passage of this legislation.

Respectfully,
BRIAN H. GRAFF, Esq.,

Executive Director.

PENSION RIGHTS CENTER,
Washington, DC, September 11, 1997.

Hon. CHARLES GRASSLEY,
Chairman, Special Committee on Aging, Senate

Dirksen Office Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: I am writing to

express the Pension Rights Center’s strong
support for the Pension Tools Act of 1997.
Your proposed legislation will help assure
that employees will receive accurate and
timely information about their future pen-
sion benefits. It will also give retirees the
opportunity to check the accuracy of plan
calculations, and develop an inexpensive
forum where they can challenge improper
benefit denials.

Sincerely your,
KAREN W. FERGUSON,

Director.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. KENNEDY, and
Mr. WELLSTONE):

S. 1186. A bill to provide for edu-
cation and training, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

THE WORKFORCE INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP
ACT

Mr. DEWINE. Madam President, as a
member of the Senate Labor and
Human Resources Committee and
chairman of the Subcommittee on Em-
ployment and Training, I have spent
the last few years examining our Fed-
eral job training programs. During this
examination, it has become clear to me
as well as many others, that these pro-
grams are in dire need of reform. The
status quo is just plain unacceptable.

What we are faced with today is a
fragmented and duplicative maze of
narrowly focused programs adminis-
tered by numerous Federal agencies
that lack coordination, a coherent
strategy to provide training assistance,
and the confidence of the two key con-
sumers who utilize these services—
those seeking the training, and those
businesses seeking to hire them. De-
spite spending billions of tax dollars
each year on job training programs,
most Federal agencies do not know
how their programs work and if their
programs are really helping people find
jobs.

Here is what we do know. Today’s job
training system is no system at all—it
is a complex patchwork of numerous

rules, regulations, requirements, and
overlapping bureaucratic responsibil-
ities. As a result, programs are largely
ineffective. Frustration and confusion
is widespread throughout the system—
by program administrators and em-
ployers, and most important, by those
seeking assistance. People have dif-
ficulty knowing where to begin to look
for training assistance because there
are no clear points of entry and no
clear paths from one program to an-
other.

This is frustration at the breaking
point.

Frustration to the point that busi-
ness community participation, which is
absolutely necessary for success, is
waning.

Frustration to the point that com-
munity activists, again whose partici-
pation is absolutely necessary for suc-
cess, are becoming disenchanted.

Frustration to the point that we have
begun to question our commitment to
job training.

Fragmentation, duplication, ineffec-
tiveness, and frustration—these are the
words that describe the current Fed-
eral job training apparatus. That is the
status quo. That is unacceptable. That
is largely why reform is needed now.

There are other important reasons
why reform is necessary. The economic
future of our country depends on a
well-trained work force. I have heard
from employers at every level who find
it increasingly difficult to attract and
find qualified employees for high-
skilled, high-paying jobs as well as
qualified entry level employees. If we
are going to remain economically com-
petitive, we must address this growing
shortage of workers.

Reform also is needed if the welfare
reform bill Congress passed last year is
going to have any chance of succeed-
ing. We need to provide States with the
tools necessary to develop a com-
prehensive system to assist people
make work, not welfare, their way of
life.

To achieve all of these goals, job
training is the key.

The bill that I introduce today with
Senators JEFFORDS, KENNEDY, and
WELLSTONE represents a bipartisan be-
lief that we can do better and we can
achieve these goals. We can replace the
current system of frustration and pro-
vide a framework for success.

By removing or reforming outdated
rules and regulations, we can remove
the barriers that have stymied reform
in the past. We can empower States to
boldly move forward, transforming the
current patchwork of programs into a
comprehensive system to make it easi-
er for all consumers seeking assistance
to receive assistance.

Just like we did with welfare reform,
job training reform is about recogniz-
ing the leadership of States that have
shown innovation and initiative over
the last few years, even in the midst of
numerous Federal barriers and obsta-
cles. It is about allowing them and en-
couraging them to continue with the

innovations they have implemented
without Federal reform legislation.

We can establish a framework for a
system that provides consumer choice.
Individuals seeking assistance should
have a say in where, how, and what
training they will receive. At the same
time, the Federal bureaucracy should
not engage in micro-management by
mandating vouchers or any other spe-
cific local delivery system. This is a
decision that belongs to the States and
localities. This bill takes the opposite
approach—it provides States and local-
ities the flexibility to develop training
programs that meet the real needs of
those seeking training. It is to the
consumer that these programs should
be tailored to, not Washington.

We can establish an accountable sys-
tem. Training programs must dem-
onstrate their effectiveness to be cer-
tified as eligible programs. This means
proving that training leads to mean-
ingful, unsubsidized employment—
showing how many people were placed,
at what cost, and how many people re-
mained employed 6 months to a year
later. We owe this to the individuals
seeking assistance and to the American
taxpayers who pays for these programs.

We can establish a framework that
not only allows for business commu-
nity involvement, but business commu-
nity leadership. The private sector
must outline their employment needs
and assist in the design of training pro-
grams.

The Workforce Investment Partner-
ship Act incorporates all of these prin-
ciples. The programs incorporated in
the legislation include job training, vo-
cational education, and adult edu-
cation. Additionally, it provides
strong, mandatory linkages to welfare
to work, Wagner-Peyser, Job Corps,
Older Americans, Vocational Rehabili-
tation, the Bureau of Apprenticeship
and Training, veterans, Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance, as well as other
training related programs.

While separate funding streams will
be maintained for each of the activi-
ties, in recognition of their function,
States and localities will be empowered
with the tools and the flexibility to im-
plement real reform in order to provide
comprehensive services to those seek-
ing assistance.

Under this bill, States will have the
ability to submit a unified plan for all
of the programs incorporated in and
linked to this legislation to the appro-
priate Secretary describing how they
will coordinate services in order to
avoid duplication.

Statewide and local partnerships, led
by the business community, will be es-
tablished to assist in the development
of such a plan, set policy for training,
and generally advise the appropriate
elected official overseeing the system.

At the local level, all services pro-
vided must be accessible through a one
stop customer service system. Consum-
ers, both employers and job seekers
seeking assistance, will be able to re-
ceive comprehensive information re-
garding the availability, eligibility,
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and quality of the programs. With this
kind of system, we can remove the con-
fusion and frustration inherent in the
current programs.

Finally, training will be delivered
under a framework of an individual
training account which will be used to
ensure the principle of consumer
choice. The specific nature of the indi-
viduals training account will be deter-
mined by States and localities.

In conclusion, I would like to thank
my colleagues, Senators JEFFORDS,
KENNEDY, and WELLSTONE, as well as
the other members of the Subcommit-
tee of Employment and Training for
their cooperation and dedication in de-
veloping a piece of legislation that
moves us forward. This has been a bi-
partisan effort from Day One. I believe
that level of cooperation and leader-
ship is essential if we are to have a
chance to pass real reform.

There have been a number of
orgnizations—both public and private—
who have participated in an open and
constructive process used to develop
this legislation. Their input has been
vital.

Again, the Workforce Investment
Partnership Act is designed to address
and reform the Federal Government’s
role in providing job training assist-
ance to Americans. For too long, that
role has been to foster confusion, frus-
tration and complication. With this
bill, we offer a new foundation, and a
positive framework for success. Instead
of rules that tie the hands of States
and localities, this bill provides the
tools to empower them to develop com-
prehensive work force investment sys-
tems that address the needs of job
seekers and employers. This bill is a
road map to a better system, and if we
are to achieve the goals we have set—
a stronger economy, a better-trained
work force, and welfare reform—we
need to begin that journey today.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, an
educated work force has become the
most valuable resource in the modern
economy. Our Nation’s long term eco-
nomic vitality depends on the creation
of an effective, accessible, and account-
able system of job training and career
development which is open to all our
citizens. Schools must assume more re-
sponsibility for preparing their stu-
dents to meet the challenges of the 21st
century workplace. Disadvantaged
adults and out of school youth need the
opportunity to develop job skills which
will make them productive members of
the community. Dislocated workers
who have been displaced by the rapid
pace of technological change deserve
the chance to pursue new careers. The
way in which we respond to these chal-
lenges today will determine how pros-
perous a nation we are in the next cen-
tury.

The importance of highly developed
employment skills has never been
greater. The gap in earnings between
skilled and unskilled workers is stead-
ily widening. For those who enter the
work force with good academic train-

ing and well developed career skills,
this new economy offers almost unlim-
ited potential. However, for those who
lack basic proficiency in language,
math and science and who have no ca-
reer skills, the new economy presents
an increasingly hostile environment.

The Workforce Investment Partner-
ship Act which I am introducing with
Senators JEFFORDS, DEWINE, and
WELLSTONE will provide employment
training opportunities for millions of
Americans. It responds to the chal-
lenge of the changing workplace by en-
abling men and women to both acquire
the skills necessary to enter the work
force and upgrade their skills through-
out their careers. It will provide access
to the educational tools that will en-
able them not only to keep up, but to
get ahead.

The legislation which we will be in-
troducing represents a true collabora-
tion of our four offices. I want to pub-
licly commend Senators JEFFORDS and
DEWINE for the genuine spirit of bipar-
tisanship which has made this collabo-
rative effort possible. Senator
WELLSTONE and I appreciate it. Over
the last 6 months, each of us has de-
voted an enormous amount of time and
effort to fashioning a legislative con-
sensus which will truly expand career
options, encourage greater program in-
novation, and facilitate cooperative ef-
forts amongst business, labor, edu-
cation, and State and local govern-
ment. While each of us can cite provi-
sions in this bill which we would like
to change, we all believe that the
Workforce Investment Partnership Act
will accomplish our principal goals.

I also want to recognize the impor-
tant role President Clinton has played
in bringing about this dramatic reform
of our current job training system. He
has consistently emphasized the need
for greater individual choice in the se-
lection of career paths and training
providers. The philosophy behind the
skill grant proposal is reflected in our
legislation.

The Workforce Investment Partner-
ship Act is designed to provide easy ac-
cess to state of the art employment
training programs which are geared to
real job opportunities in the commu-
nity. The cornerstones of this new sys-
tem are individual choice and quality
labor market information. In the past,
men and women seeking new careers
often did not know what job skills were
most in demand and which training
programs had the best performance
record. All to often, they were forced
to make one of the most important de-
cisions in their lives based on anec-
dotes and late-night advertisements.

No training system can function ef-
fectively without accurate and timely
information. The frequent unavail-
ability of quality labor market infor-
mation is one of the most serious flaws
in the current system. In order to
make sound career choices, prospective
trainees need both detailed informa-
tion on local career opportunities and
performance based information on

training providers. That information
will now be available at easily acces-
sible one stop employment centers,
along with career counseling and other
employment services. The legislation
places a strong emphasis on providing
information about what area industries
are growing, what skills those jobs re-
quire, and what earning potential they
have. Extensive business community
participation is encouraged in develop-
ing this information. Once a career
choice is made, the individual must
still select a training provider. At
present, many applicants make that
choice with a little or no reliable infor-
mation. Under our bill, each training
provider will have to publicly report
graduation rates, job placement and re-
tention rates, and average earnings of
graduates.

Because of the extensive information
which will be available to each appli-
cant, real consumer choice in the selec-
tion of a career and of a training pro-
vider will be possible. The legislation
establishes individual training ac-
counts for eligible participants, which
they can use to access career education
and skill training programs. Men and
women seeking training assistance will
no longer be limited to a few predeter-
mined options. As long as there are
real job opportunities in the field se-
lected and the training provider meets
established performance standards, the
individual will be free to choose which
option best suits his or her needs.

This legislation will organize the de-
livery of services more effectively and
utilize resources more creatively.
There will be a significant consolida-
tion of the dozens of narrowly focused
programs which currently exist into
several broad funding streams for the
distinct populations needing assist-
ance. Consolidation makes sense in
those areas in which multiple programs
are currently serving the same popu-
lation. However, it is equally impor-
tant to preserve separate streams of
funding for distinct populations. The
programmatic needs of middle age dis-
located workers with extensive em-
ployment histories are quite different
from the services required by young
adults with limited skills and no work
histories. Similarly the problems faced
by out of school youth require very dif-
ferent solutions than those confronting
the adult population. Ensuring that
services which are designed to meet the
needs of each of these populations are
available is a Federal responsibility.
For that reason, this legislation main-
tains distinct programs with separate
appropriations for dislocated workers,
disadvantaged adults, and at risk
youth.

The WIPA gives State and local gov-
ernment significantly enhanced discre-
tion in designing their training sys-
tems. If this reform is to be truly re-
sponsive to those at the community
level who are in need of services, it is
essential that the authority which the
Federal Government delegates to the
States be exercised through a broad
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based decisionmaking process. Gov-
ernors, State legislatures, mayors, and
other county and local officials should
all have a meaningful voice in the de-
sign of a State’s new job training sys-
tem and they will under this legisla-
tion. Local boards of business, labor,
education and community leaders are—
in my opinion—essential to insuring
that programs meet the real world
needs of participants, and that the
training programs correspond to labor
market demands. The success we have
had a Massachusetts has been due to
large measure to active participation
by local business leaders on the re-
gional employment boards. WIPA
strengthens the role of such boards,
giving them major new policy making
responsibilities. These boards will play
the primary role in assuring that train-
ing programs address the actual em-
ployment needs of area businesses.

An essential element of the new sys-
tem we have designed in accountabil-
ity. As I noted earlier, each training
provider will have to monitor and re-
port the job placement and retention
achieved by its graduates and their av-
erage earnings. Only those training
programs that meet an acceptable per-
formance standard will remain eligible
for receipt of public funds. The same
principle of accountability is applied to
those agencies administering State and
local programs. They are being given
wide latitude to innovate under this
legislation. But they too will be held
accountable if they programs fail to
meet challenging performance targets.

There is no challenge facing America
today which is tougher or more impor-
tant than providing at risk, often out
of school, youth with meaningful edu-
cation and employment opportunities.
Far too many of our teenagers are
being left behind without the skills
needed to survive in the 21st century
economy. I am particularly proud of
the commitment which the Workforce
Investment Partnership Act makes to
these young men and women. This leg-
islation authorizes a new initiative fo-
cused on teenagers living in the most
impoverished communities in America.
These areas range from the poorest
neighborhoods of our largest cities to
impoverished rural counties. Each
year, the Secretary of Labor will award
grants from a $250 million fund to inno-
vative programs designed to provide
opportunities to youth living in these
areas. The programs will emphasize
mentoring, strong links between aca-
demic and worksite learning, and job
placement and retention. It will en-
courage broad based community par-
ticipation from local service agencies
and area employers. These model pro-
grams will, we believe, identify the
techniques which are most effective in
reaching those youth at greatest risk.

The Workforce Investment Partner-
ship Act includes titles reauthorizing
major vocational education and adult
literacy programs. Both programs will
continue to be separately funded and
independently administered. We have

incorporated them in the Workplace
Act because they must be integral
components of any comprehensive
strategy to prepare to meet the de-
mands of the 21st century workplace.
Students who participate in vocational
education must be provided with broad
based career preparation courses which
meet both high academic standards and
teach state of the art technological
skills. Adult literacy programs are es-
sential for the 27 percent of the adult
population who have not earned a high
school diploma or its equivalent.
Learning to read and communicate ef-
fectively are the first steps to career
advancement. In vocational education
and adult literacy, we are placing the
same emphasis on program account-
ability which we did in job training.

The Workforce Investment Partner-
ship Act we are introducing today will
make it possible for millions of Ameri-
cans to gain the skills needed to com-
pete in a global economy. In doing so,
we are also enabling them to realize
their personal American dreams.

In closing, I want to recognize the
important contribution which Stephen
Springer, a key member of my staff
during the 104th Congress, played in
the evolution of job training reform.
Tragically, he died at a young age after
a courageous battle with cancer. He be-
lieved that the type of innovative work
force development system which this
legislation would create had the poten-
tial to open doors of opportunity for
millions of Americans. His commit-
ment was extraordinary. He continued
to work on this issue even as his health
was failing. He is no longer with us, but
he continues to inspire us. Stephen
Springer’s creative vision of a work
force development system equal to the
challenges of the 21st century economy
is reflected in the Workforce Invest-
ment Partnership Act. When enacted,
it will be a wonderful legacy for this
extraordinary individual.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
am pleased to join my colleagues, Sen-
ators DEWINE, JEFFORDS, and KENNEDY,
in introducing the Workforce Invest-
ment Partnership Act of 1997. This bi-
partisan bill is a major accomplish-
ment for Americans who need Federal
assistance to acquire skills to qualify
for good jobs.

The bill also is a major accomplish-
ment for my colleague from Ohio, Sen-
ator DEWINE, Chairman of the Labor
Committee’s Employment and Train-
ing Subcommitee, whom I commend
for bringing us to this point through
numerous valuable hearings and a rig-
orous, cooperative drafting process. A
number of Minnesotans testified at our
hearings. Groups from Minnesota and
from around the country have been
consulted and listened to. I thank both
Senator DEWINE and Senator JEFFORDS
for the openness of the process. As al-
ways, I would also like to acknowledge
the leadership of Senator KENNEDY. His
deep experience and commitment have
helped make this an excellent bill.

As leaders for our respective parties
on the Subcommittee and on the full

Labor Committee, the four of us may
not always agree on issues facing
America’s working families. But we
agree on this bill. It will fundamen-
tally improve our Federal system of
job training, adult and vocational edu-
cation, and vocational rehabilitation
programs.

The bill will help coordinate, stream-
line and decentralize our Federal job
training system. It will make that sys-
tem more accountable to real perform-
ance measures. It gives private sector
employers—the people who have jobs to
offer and who need workers with the
right skills—a greater role in directing
policy at the State and local level,
which is where most decision-making
power resides in this bill. And it moves
the whole country to where Minnesota
has already moved decisively: to a sys-
tem of one-stop service centers where
people can get all the information they
need in one location. At these one
stops, people then will have the ability
to make their own choices, based on
the best information, about which pro-
fession they want and ought to pursue,
about the skills and training they’ll
need, and about the best place to get
those skills and that training. I have
visited one-stop centers in Minnesota.
They work.

In addition, and this is very impor-
tant, our bill achieves the things I have
mentioned above without neglecting
the need to target resources from the
Federal level to those who need them
most: to disadvantaged adults and
youth, and to dislocated workers.

That is crucial. This bill does not
overreach. It does not block-grant all
Federal job training, adult education
and vocational education progams to
governors. It retains crucial federal
priorities, then allows State and local
authorities to decide how best to ad-
dress their needs. That is why I believe
this Congress will succeed where we did
not during the last Congress. We’ll pass
this bill, reach an acceptable con-
ference agreement with the House, and
send major, important legislation to
the President for his signature.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him-
self, Mr. HOLLINGS and Mr.
THURMOND):

S. 1187. A bill to suspend temporarily
the duty on ferroboron; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

DUTY SUSPENSION LEGISLATION

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce legislation with
Senators HOLLINGS and THURMOND to
temporarily suspend the rate of duty
imposed on imported ferroboron.
Ferroboron is the key raw material in
amorphous metal electrical power dis-
tribution transformer cores. Trans-
formers using these cores reduce en-
ergy losses and greenhouse gas emis-
sions associated with these losses by 60
to 80 percent when compared to other
transformer core technologies. This
provides both increased energy con-
servation and decreases environmental
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degradation in those developing na-
tions where the most promising mar-
ket opportunities exist.

While these benefits are tangible and
significant, they, and the extensive re-
search and development that yielded
them, are costly. An amorphous metal
transformer has an initial cost 20 to 30
percent higher than the less energy ef-
ficient and environmentally friendly
transformers it seeks to replace. Fortu-
nately, because of its many benefits,
the total owning cost of an amorphous
metal transformer over its 20- to 30-
year life is far lower than the initially
cheaper competition. Reducing the
cost of an important and costly raw
material, by suspending the duty paid
on it, helps to ensure the cost-competi-
tiveness of the end product in the ex-
port markets. This is good for manu-
facturers, for American workers, and
for our economy.

Mr. President, I have received assur-
ances from my constituent,
AlliedSignal, Inc., that there is no U.S.
manufacturer of ferroboron, thus, this
legislation does not adversely affect
any American business.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1187
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF DUTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter
99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States is amended by inserting in nu-
merical sequence the following new heading:
‘‘9902.72.02 Ferroboron (provided

for in subheading
7202.99.50.

Free No
change

No
change

On or be-
fore 12/
31/
2000’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to goods entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse for consumption, on or after the
date that is 15 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

By Mr. KOHL:
S. 1188. A bill to amend chapters 83

and 85 of title 28, United States Code,
relating to the jurisdiction of the Dis-
trict Court for the District of Colum-
bia, and the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

THE COURT CONSISTENCY IN COMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 1997

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Court Consist-
ency in Communications Act of 1997.
The purpose of this bill is to bring con-
sistency to the judicial interpretation
of some of the central provisions of the
Telecommunications Act, to make sure
that an appellate court with broad and
deep understanding of these issues can
bring its expertise to bear on them, and
to resolve related litigation as quickly
as possible. In many other areas, such
as bankruptcy and labor, strong prece-

dent exists for consolidation of cases to
bring about more efficient and in-
formed judgments.

This measure is simple, effective and
straightforward. It consolidates in the
District of Columbia Federal courts all
appeals of FCC decisions under title II
of the Communications Act of 1934 and
State commission decisions under sec-
tion 252 of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996. Let me tell you why this
legislation is crucially needed.

The telecommunications industry ac-
counts for about one-sixth of our na-
tional economy. And almost 2 years
ago we passed legislation designed to
unleash competition in the industry. It
was signed into law with great fanfare.
As President Clinton said, ‘‘Today with
the stroke of [my] pen, competition
and innovation can move as quick as
light.’’ But we are still waiting for
lower rates, better service, and greater
innovation that was promised when the
Telecom Act was signed.

The sad truth is that the promise of
the Telecom Act has gotten bogged
down in litigation. Lawyers are argu-
ing about the meaning of its provisions
in courts all across the country. In-
deed, today a major challenge to the
FCC’s jurisdiction over long distance
service is being filed in the Eighth Cir-
cuit. In my opinion, even under current
law this case should have been filed in
the District of Columbia.

We don’t, of course, want to take
away people’s ability to redress griev-
ances through the courts. The right to
sue is, for better or worse, almost sa-
cred to American culture. But while
some people may choose to wait for a
resolution to emerge from the 93 dif-
ferent Federal district courts and 12
distinct Federal circuits, to my mind
the better way to bring competition to
telecommunications markets is to
have some judicial certainty about the
rules of the game—and to have it soon-
er, rather than later. This bill should
create the necessary framework for
predictability in the courts, so that
companies can shift their rivalry from
the courtroom to the marketplace.

This proposal is not a panacea, but it
does move us in the right direction. By
streamlining the appellate process, the
Court Consistency in Communications
Act will speed the arrival of local and
long distance telephone competition. It
will help consumers—the people who
pay the bills, who deserve more choice
and who wonder why their rates aren’t
going down.

Mr. President, this judicial reform
bill does not alter the substance of the
Telecommunications Act in any way—
that is clearly in the jurisdiction of the
Commerce Committee. Nor does it af-
fect pending cases. Finally, to those
who have expressed concerns about the
measure, let me remind them that this
is not a final product, but a work in
progress; in other words, we want to
work with you.

I urge my colleagues to support this
measure, because all of us have an in-
terest in reducing litigation and en-
couraging competition.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1188
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Court Con-
sistency in Communications Act of 1997’’.
SEC. 2. JURISDICTION OF THE DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
AND THE COURT OF APPEALS FOR
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

(a) JURISDICTION OF REVIEW BY DISTRICT
COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 85 of title 28,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:
‘‘§ 1369. District Court for the District of Co-

lumbia; review of certain communications
determinations
‘‘The United States District Court for the

District of Columbia shall have exclusive ju-
risdiction to review a determination as pro-
vided under section 252(j)(2) of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 252(j)(2)).’’.

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 85 of
title 28, United States code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘1369. District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia; review of certain com-
munications determinations.’’.

(b) JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 83 of title 28,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘§ 1297. Jurisdiction of the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Colum-
bia Circuit
‘‘The United States Court of Appeals for

the District of Columbia Circuit shall have
exclusive jurisdiction of an appeal as pro-
vided under sections 252(j)(2) and 402(b) of the
Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C.
252(j)(2) and 402(b)).’’.

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 83 of
title 28, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘1297. Jurisdiction of the United States
Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circuit.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Communications Act

of 1934 is amended—
(A) in section 252 (47 U.S.C. 252)—
(i) in subsection (e)(6), by striking the sec-

ond sentence;
(ii) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub-

section (k); and
(iii) by inserting after subsection (i) the

following new subsection (j):
‘‘(j) JUDICIAL REVIEW OF STATE COMMISSION

ACTIONS.—
‘‘(1) REVIEW.—In any case in which a State

commission makes a determination under
this section, any party aggrieved by the de-
termination shall bring an action for the re-
view of the determination, if at all, in the
United States District Court for the District
of Columbia.

‘‘(2) APPEAL.—Any appeal of a decision of
the court under subparagraph (A) shall be
brought in the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia Circuit.’’;
and

(B) in section 402(b) (47 U.S.C. 402(b)), by
adding at the end the following:
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‘‘(10) By any person challenging any other

decision or order of the Commission under
title II.’’.

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments
made by paragraph (1) shall apply to deter-
minations of the Federal Communications
Commission under title II of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 and to determinations
by State commissions (as that term is de-
fined in section 3(41) of that Act (47 U.S.C.
153(41)) under section 252 of that Act on or
after the date of enactment of this Act.

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon (for
himself and Mr. HATCH):

S. 1189. A bill to increase the crimi-
nal penalties for assaulting or threat-
ening Federal judges, their family
members, and other public servants,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY PROTECTION ACT OF
1997

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
former Secretary of State, John Foster
Dulles once stated that ‘‘Of all the
tasks of government, the most basic is
to protect its citizens against vio-
lence.’’ While this has been one of our
biggest challenges, Congress has the
ability to also strengthen those laws
that deter violence and provide protec-
tion to those whose careers are dedi-
cated to protecting our families and
also our communities.

With that intent, I rise today with
my colleague, Senator HATCH, to intro-
duce the Federal Judiciary Protection
Act, a bill to provide greater protec-
tion to Federal law enforcement offi-
cials and their families. Under current
law, a person who assaults, attempts to
assault, or who threatens to kidnap or
murder a member of the immediate
family of a U.S. official, a U.S. judge,
or a Federal law enforcement official,
is subject to a punishment of a fine or
imprisonment of up to 5 years, or both.
This legislation seeks to expand these
penalties in instances of assault with a
weapon and a prior criminal history. In
such cases, an individual could face up
to 20 years in prison.

This legislation would also strength-
en the penalties for individuals who
communicate threats through the
mail. Currently, individuals who know-
ingly use the U.S. Postal Service to de-
liver any communication containing
any threat are subject to a fine of up to
$1,000 or imprisonment of up to 5 years.
Under this legislation, anyone who
communicates a threat could face im-
prisonment of up to 10 years.

Briefly, I would like to share an ex-
ample illustrating the need for this
legislation. In my State of Oregon,
Chief Judge Michael Hogan and his
family were subjected to frightening,
threatening phone calls, letters, and
messages from an individual who had
been convicted of previous crimes in
Judge Hogan’s courtroom. For months,
he and his family lived with the fear
that these threats to the lives of his
wife and children could become reality,
and, equally disturbing, that the indi-
vidual could be back out on the street
again in a matter of a few months, or
a few years.

Judge Hogan and his family are not
alone. In April of this year, the wife of
a circuit court judge in Florida was
stalked by an individual who had been
convicted of similar offenses in 1994
and 1995. Mrs. Linda Cope, the wife of
Circuit Judge Charles Cope was leaving
a shopping mall one afternoon and as
pursued by a man named Stelios
Kostakis. As she left the parking lot,
she realized that she was being fol-
lowed and attempted to lose Kostakis
by taking alternative routes and speed-
ing through residential streets. In a
desperate attempt, Mrs. Cope cut in
front of a semitrailer truck, risking a
serious accident and possible loss of
life, to escape. Even after this third of-
fense, stalking the wife of a circuit
court judge, he was sentenced to only 6
months on probation and $150 in fines
and other court costs.

In September 1996, Lawrence County
Judge Dominick Motto was stalked,
harassed, and subjected to terrorist
threats by Milton C. Reiguert, who was
upset by a verdict in a case that Judge
Motto had heard in his courtroom.
After hearing the verdict, Reiguert
stated his intention to ‘‘point a rifle at
his head and get what he wanted.’’

Mr. President, these are only a few
examples of vicious acts focused at our
Federal law enforcement officials. As a
member of the legislative branch, I be-
lieve it is our responsibility to provide
adequate protection to all Americans
who serve to protect the life and lib-
erty of every citizen in this Nation. I
encourage my colleagues to join us in
sponsoring this important legislation.

By Mr. ALLARD:
S. 1190. A bill to reform the financing

of Federal elections; to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.
THE CAMPAIGN FINANCE INTEGRITY ACT OF 1997

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, cam-
paign finance reform is the catch
phrase of the year in politics. The prob-
lem is that every Senator has a dif-
ferent definition of reform, including
myself. That is why today I am intro-
ducing the Campaign Finance Integrity
Act. I want to ensure that we change
the campaign finance system without
being unconstitutional and that flies in
the face of the first amendment, espe-
cially in light of the fact that today is
the 210th anniversary of the signing of
the Constitution.

Some in Congress have stated that
freedom of speech and the desire for
healthy campaigns in a healthy democ-
racy are in direct conflict and that you
can’t have both. But fortunately for
those of us who believe in the first
amendment rights of all American citi-
zens, the Founding Fathers and the Su-
preme Court are on our side.

Thomas Jefferson repeatedly stated
the importance of the first amendment
and how it allows the people and the
press the right to speak their minds
freely. Jefferson clearly stated its im-
portance back in 1798 with, ‘‘One of the
amendments to the Constitution * * *
expressly declares that ‘Congress shall

make no law respecting an establish-
ment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof, or abridging the
freedom of speech or of the press,’
thereby guarding in the same sentence
and under the same words, the freedom
of religion, speech, and of the press; in-
somuch that whatever violates either
throws down the sanctuary which cov-
ers the others.’’ Again in 1808, he stated
that ‘‘The liberty of speaking and writ-
ing guards our other liberties.’’ And in
1823, Jefferson stated, ‘‘The force of
public opinion cannot be resisted when
permitted freely to be expressed. The
agitation it produces must be submit-
ted to.’’ Jefferson knew and believed
that if we begin restricting what people
say, how they say it, and how much
they can say, then we deny the first
and fundamental freedom given to all
citizens.

The Supreme Court has also been
very clear in its rulings concerning
campaign finance and the first amend-
ment. Since the post-Watergate
changes to the campaign finance sys-
tem, 24 congressional actions have been
declared unconstitutional, with 9 rejec-
tions based on the first amendment.
Out of those nine four dealt directly
with campaign finance reform laws. In
each case, the Supreme Court has ruled
that political spending is equal to po-
litical speech.

In the now famous decision, or infa-
mous to some, Buckley versus Valeo,
the Court states that,

The First Amendment denies government
the power to determine that spending to pro-
mote one’s political views is wasteful, exces-
sive, or unwise. In the free society ordained
by our Constitution it is not the government
but the people—individually as citizens and
candidates and collectively as associations
and political committees—who must retain
control over the quantity and range of de-
bate on public issues in a political campaign.

Simply stated, the government can-
not ration or regulate political speech
of an American through campaign
spending limits any more than it can
tell the local newspaper how many pa-
pers it can print or what it can print.
This reinforces Jefferson’s statement
that to impede one of these rights is to
impede all first amendment rights.

Also, supporters of some of the cam-
paign finance reform bills, believe that
if we stop the growth of campaign
spending and force giveaways of public
and private resources then all will be
fine with the campaign finance system.
It seems to me that if you look at his-
tory, price controls didn’t work in the
1970’s and they won’t work in the
1990’s. The Supreme Court agrees and is
again very clear in its intent on price
controls in campaigns. The Buckley de-
cision says, ‘‘* * * the mere growth in
the cost of federal election campaigns
in and of itself provides no basis for
governmental restrictions on the qual-
ity of campaign spending.* * *’’

Campaigns are about ideas and ex-
pressing those ideas, no matter how
great or small the means. The ‘‘dis-
tribution of the humblest handbill’’ to
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the ‘‘expensive modes of communica-
tion’’ are both indispensable instru-
ments of effective political speech. We
should not force one sector to freely
distribute our political ideas just be-
cause it is more expensive than all the
other sectors. So no matter how objec-
tionable the cost of campaigns are, the
Supreme Court has stated that this is
not reason enough to restrict the
speech of candidates or any other
groups involved in political speech.

We need a campaign finance bill that
does not violate the first amendment,
while providing important provisions
to open the campaign finance of can-
didates up to the scrutiny of the Amer-
ican people and I believe the Campaign
Finance Integrity Act does that.

My bill would: Require candidates to
raise at least 50 percent of their con-
tributions from individuals in the
State or district in which they are run-
ning; equalize contributions from indi-
viduals and political action commit-
tees, PAC’s, by raising the individual
limits from $1,000 to $2,500 and reducing
the PAC limit from $5,000 to $2,500;
index individual and PAC contribution
limits for inflation; reduce the influ-
ence of a candidate’s personal wealth
by allowing political party committees
to match dollar for dollar the personal
contribution of a candidate above
$5,000; require organizations, groups,
and political party committees to dis-
close within 24 hours the amount and
type of independent expenditures over
$1,000 in support of or in opposition to
a candidate; require corporations and
labor organizations to seek separate,
voluntary authorization of the use of
any dues, initiative fees or payment as
a condition of employment for political
activity, and require annual full disclo-
sure of those activities to members and
shareholders; prohibit depositing of an
individual contribution by a campaign
unless the individual’s profession and
employer are reported; encourage the
Federal Elections Commission to allow
filing of reports by computers and
other emerging technologies and to
make that information accessible to
the public on the Internet less than 24
hours of receipt; ban the use of tax-
payer financed mass mailings, and cre-
ate a tax deduction for political con-
tributions up to $100 for individuals
and $200 for a joint return.

This is commonsense campaign fi-
nance reform. It drives the candidate
back into this district or State to raise
money from individual contributions.
It has some of the most open, full, and
timeliest disclosure requirements of
any other campaign finance bill in ei-
ther the Senate or the House of Rep-
resentatives. I strongly believe that
sunshine is the best disinfectant.

The right of political parties, groups,
and individuals to say what they want
in a political campaign is preserved but
the right of the public to know how
much they are spending and what they
are saying is also recognized. I have
great faith that the public can make
its own decisions about campaign dis-

course if it is given full and timely in-
formation.

Many of the proponents of the more
popular campaign finance bills try to
reduce the influence of interests by
suppressing their speech. I believe the
best ways to reduce the special inter-
ests influence is to suppress and reduce
the size of government. If the govern-
ment rids itself of special interest
funding and corporate welfare, then
there would be little influence left for
these large donors. Campaign contribu-
tions would no longer be based on spe-
cial interests but on ideas. Let’s stop
corporate welfare, especially the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation,
OPIC, where companies get a sub-
sidized ride on the backs of taxpayers
in order to invest without risk or with-
out the market controlling the out-
come. The best way to eliminate cor-
porate subsidies is to eliminate the De-
partment of Commerce, where a major-
ity of corporate welfare programs are
funded. To break special interest
money, we must break the so-called
iron triangle of big business, big labor,
and big government.

Ojbecting to the popular catch phrase
of the moment is very difficult for any
politician, but turning your back on
the first amendment is more difficult
for me. I want campaign finance reform
but not at the expense of the first
amendment and that is what my legis-
lation does. Not everyone will agree
with the Campaign Finance Integrity
Act and many of us will disagree on
this issue but the first amendment is
the reason we can disagree.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1190
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Campaign Finance Integrity Act of
1997’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—CONTRIBUTIONS
Sec. 101. Requirement for in-state and in-

district contributions to con-
gressional candidates.

Sec. 102. Use of contributions to pay cam-
paign debt.

Sec. 103. Modification of political party con-
tribution limits to candidates
when candidates make expendi-
tures from personal funds.

Sec. 104. Modification of contribution lim-
its.

TITLE II—DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS
Sec. 201. Disclosure of certain expenditures

for issue advocacy.
Sec. 202. Disclosure of certain non-Federal

financial activities of national
political parties.

Sec. 203. Political activities of corporations
and labor organizations.

TITLE III—REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
Sec. 301. Time for candidates to file reports.

Sec. 302. Contributor information required
for contributions in any
amount.

Sec. 303. Prohibition of depositing contribu-
tions with incomplete contribu-
tor information.

Sec. 304. Filing of reports using computers
and facsimile machines; re-
quired electronic disclosure by
commission.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
Sec. 401. Ban on mass mailings.
Sec. 402. Tax deduction for political con-

tributions.
Sec. 403. Effective date.

TITLE I—CONTRIBUTIONS
SEC. 101. REQUIREMENT FOR IN-STATE AND IN-

DISTRICT CONTRIBUTIONS TO CON-
GRESSIONAL CANDIDATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a)
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (e), (f), (g),
and (h) as subsections (f), (g), (h), and (i), re-
spectively;

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(e) REQUIREMENT FOR IN-STATE AND IN-
DISTRICT CONTRIBUTIONS TO CONGRESSIONAL
CANDIDATES.—

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN-STATE CONTRIBUTION.—In this sub-

section, the term ‘in-State contribution’
means a contribution from an individual
that is a legal resident of the candidate’s
State.

‘‘(B) IN-DISTRICT CONTRIBUTION.—In this
subsection, the term ‘in-district contribu-
tion’ means a contribution from an individ-
ual that is a legal resident of the candidate’s
district.

‘‘(2) LIMIT.—A candidate for nomination to,
or election to, the Senate or House of Rep-
resentatives and the candidate’s authorized
committees shall not accept an aggregate
amount of contributions of which the aggre-
gate amount of in-State contributions and
in-district contributions is less than 50 per-
cent of the total amount of contributions ac-
cepted by the candidate and the candidate’s
authorized committees.

‘‘(3) TIME FOR MEETING REQUIREMENT.—A
candidate shall meet the requirement of
paragraph (2) at the end of each reporting pe-
riod under section 304.

‘‘(4) PERSONAL FUNDS.—For purposes of this
subsection, a contribution that is attrib-
utable to the personal funds of the candidate
or proceeds of indebtedness incurred by the
candidate or the candidate’s authorized com-
mittees shall not be considered to be an in-
State contribution or in-district contribu-
tion.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 315
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 441a) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘(e)’’
and inserting ‘‘(f)’’;

(2) in subsection (d)(2), by striking ‘‘(e)’’
and inserting ‘‘(f)’’; and

(3) in subsection (d)(3)(A)(i), by striking
‘‘(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘(f)’’.
SEC. 102. USE OF CONTRIBUTIONS TO PAY CAM-

PAIGN DEBT.
Section 315 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a) (as amended
by section 101) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(j) LIMIT ON USE OF CONTRIBUTIONS TO PAY
CAMPAIGN DEBT.—

‘‘(1) TIME TO ACCEPT CONTRIBUTIONS.—Be-
ginning on the date that is 90 days after the
date of a general or special election, a can-
didate for election to the Senate or House of
Representatives and the candidate’s author-
ized committees shall not accept a contribu-
tion that is to be used to pay a debt, loan, or
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other cost associated with the election cycle
of such election.

‘‘(2) PERSONAL OBLIGATION.—A debt, loan,
or other cost associated with an election
cycle that is not paid in full on the date that
is 90 days after the date of the general or
special election shall be assumed as a per-
sonal obligation by the candidate.’’.
SEC. 103. MODIFICATION OF POLITICAL PARTY

CONTRIBUTION LIMITS TO CAN-
DIDATES WHEN CANDIDATES MAKE
EXPENDITURES FROM PERSONAL
FUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a)
(as amended by section 102) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(k) CONTRIBUTION LIMITS FOR POLITICAL
PARTY COMMITTEES IN RESPONSE TO CAN-
DIDATE EXPENDITURES OF PERSONAL FUNDS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a general
election for the Senate or House of Rep-
resentatives, a political party committee
may make contributions to a candidate
without regard to any limitation under sub-
sections (a) and (d) until such time as the ag-
gregate amount of contributions is equal to
or greater than the applicable limit.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE LIMIT.—The applicable
limit under paragraph (1), with respect to a
candidate, shall be the greatest aggregate
amount of expenditures that an opponent of
the candidate in the same election and the
opponent’s authorized committee make
using the personal funds of the opponent or
proceeds of indebtedness incurred by the op-
ponent (including contributions by the oppo-
nent to the opponent’s authorized commit-
tee) in excess of 2 times the limit under sub-
section (a)(1)(A) with respect to a general
election.

‘‘(3) DEFINITION OF POLITICAL PARTY COM-
MITTEE.—For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘political party committee’ means a po-
litical committee that is a national, State,
district, or local committee of a political
party (including any subordinate commit-
tee).’’.

(b) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES FROM
PERSONAL FUNDS.—Section 304(a)(6) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434(a)(6)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (C); and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following:

‘‘(B)(i) The principal campaign committee
of a candidate for nomination to, or election
to, the Senate or House of Representatives
shall notify the Commission of the aggregate
amount expenditures made using personal
funds of the candidate or proceeds of indebt-
edness incurred by the candidate (including
contributions by the candidate to the can-
didate’s authorized committee) in excess of
an amount equal to 2 times the limit under
section 301(a)(1)(A).

‘‘(ii) The notification under clause (i)
shall—

‘‘(I) be submitted to the Commission not
later than 24 hours after the expenditure
that is the subject of the notification is
made;

‘‘(II) include the name of the candidate,
the office sought by the candidate, and the
date and amount of the expenditure; and

‘‘(III) include the aggregate amount of ex-
penditures from personal funds that have
been made with respect to that election as of
the date of the expenditure that is the sub-
ject of the notification.’’.
SEC. 104. MODIFICATION OF CONTRIBUTION LIM-

ITS.
Section 315 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking

‘‘$1,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,500’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘$5,000’’
and inserting ‘‘$2,500’’; and

(2) in subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (b) and subsection (d)’’ and inserting
‘‘paragraphs (1)(A) and (2)(A) of subsection
(a) and subsections (b) and (d)’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘means
the calendar year 1974.’’ and inserting
‘‘means—

‘‘(i) for purposes of subsections (b) and (d),
calendar year 1974; and

‘‘(ii) for purposes of paragraphs (1)(A) and
(2)(A) of subsection (a), calendar year 1997.’’.

TITLE II—DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS
SEC. 201. DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN EXPENDI-

TURES FOR ISSUE ADVOCACY.
(a) ISSUE ADVOCACY.—Section 304 of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(d) ISSUE ADVOCACY.—
‘‘(1) REQUIRED REPORT.—A person (other

than a candidate or a candidate’s authorized
committee) who makes a payment in an ag-
gregate amount equal to or greater than
$1,000 for a communication containing issue
advocacy shall submit a statement to the
Commission (not later than 24 hours after
making the payment) describing the amount
spent, the type of communication involved,
and the market or area in which the commu-
nication was disseminated.

‘‘(2) DEFINITION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In this subsection, the

term ‘a communication containing issue ad-
vocacy’ means a communication that—

‘‘(i) uses the name or likeness of an indi-
vidual holding Federal office or a candidate
for election to a Federal office;

‘‘(ii) mentions a national political party;
or

‘‘(iii) uses the terms ‘the President’, ‘Con-
gress’, ‘Senate’, or ‘House of Representa-
tives’ in reference to an individual holding
Federal office.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—The term shall not in-
clude a payment which would be—

‘‘(i) described in clause (i), (iii), or (v) of
section 301(9)(B) if the payment were an ex-
penditure under such section; or

‘‘(ii) an independent expenditure.’’.
(b) INCREASED REPORTING FOR INDEPENDENT

EXPENDITURES.—Section 304(c) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
434(c)) is amended in the matter following
paragraph (2)(C), by striking ‘‘after the 20th
day, but more than 24 hours, before any elec-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘during a calendar
year’’.
SEC. 202. DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN NON-FED-

ERAL FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES OF NA-
TIONAL POLITICAL PARTIES.

Section 304(b)(4) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(b)(4)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (H)(v), by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end;

(2) in subparagraph (I), by inserting ‘‘and’’
after the semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(J) for a national political committee of a

political party, disbursements made by the
committee in an aggregate amount greater
than $1,000, during a calendar year, in con-
nection with a political activity (as defined
in section 316(c)(3));’’.
SEC. 203. POLITICAL ACTIVITIES OF CORPORA-

TIONS AND LABOR ORGANIZATIONS.
(a) DISCLOSURE TO EMPLOYEES AND SHARE-

HOLDERS REGARDING POLITICAL ACTIVITIES.—
Section 316 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441b) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION REQUIRED FOR POLITI-
CAL ACTIVITY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except with the sepa-
rate, written, voluntary authorization of

each individual, a national bank, corporation
or labor organization shall not—

‘‘(A) in the case of a national bank or cor-
poration described in this section, collect
from or assess its stockholders or employees
any dues, initiation fee, or other payment as
a condition of employment or membership if
any part of the dues, fee, or payment will be
used for a political activity in which the na-
tional bank or corporation is engaged; and

‘‘(B) in the case of a labor organization de-
scribed in this section, collect from or assess
its members or nonmembers any dues, initi-
ation fee, or other payment if any part of the
dues, fee, or payment will be used for a polit-
ical activity.

‘‘(2) EFFECT OF AUTHORIZATION.—An author-
ization described in paragraph (1) shall re-
main in effect until revoked and may be re-
voked at any time.

‘‘(3) DEFINITION OF POLITICAL ACTIVITY.—
For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘political activity’ includes a communication
or other activity that involves carrying on
propaganda, attempting to influence legisla-
tion, or participating or intervening in a po-
litical party or political campaign for a Fed-
eral office.

‘‘(d) DISCLOSURE OF DISBURSEMENTS FOR
POLITICAL ACTIVITIES.—

‘‘(1) CORPORATIONS AND NATIONAL BANKS.—A
corporation or national bank shall submit an
annual written report to shareholders stat-
ing the amount of each disbursement made
for political activities or that otherwise in-
fluences Federal elections.

‘‘(2) LABOR ORGANIZATIONS.—A labor orga-
nization shall submit an annual written re-
port to dues paying members and nonmem-
bers stating the amount of each disburse-
ment made for political activities or that
otherwise influences Federal elections, in-
cluding contributions and expenditures.’’.

(b) DISCLOSURE TO THE COMMISSION OF CER-
TAIN PERMISSIBLE ACTIVITIES BY LABOR OR-
GANIZATIONS AND CORPORATIONS.—Section 304
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 434) (as amended in section 201) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) REQUIRED STATEMENT OF CORPORA-
TIONS AND LABOR ORGANIZATIONS.—Each cor-
poration, national bank, or labor organiza-
tion who makes an aggregate amount of dis-
bursements during a year in an amount
equal to or greater than $1,000 for any activ-
ity described in subparagraph (A), (B), or (C)
of section 316(a)(2) shall submit a statement
to the Commission (not later than 24 hours
after making the payments) describing the
amount spent and the activity involved.’’.

TITLE III—REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
SEC. 301. TIME FOR CANDIDATES TO FILE RE-

PORTS.
Section 304(a)(2)(A) of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(2)(A)) is
amended—

(1) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘and’’ follow-
ing the semicolon;

(2) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘; and’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(v) monthly reports during the months of

July, August, September, and October, that
shall be filed no later than the final day of
the reporting month; and

‘‘(vi) 24-hour reports, beginning on the day
that is 15 days preceding an election, that
shall be filed no later than the end of each
24-hour period; and’’.
SEC. 302. CONTRIBUTOR INFORMATION RE-

QUIRED FOR CONTRIBUTIONS IN
ANY AMOUNT.

(a) SECTION 302.—Section 302 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 432)
is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘, and if

the amount’’ and all that follows through
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the period and inserting: ‘‘and the following
information:

‘‘(A) The identification of the contributor.
‘‘(B) The date of the receipt of the con-

tribution.’’; and
(B) in paragraph (2)—
(i) in subsection (A), by striking ‘‘such con-

tribution’’ and inserting ‘‘the contribution
and the identification of the contributor’’;
and

(ii) in subsection (B), by striking ‘‘such
contribution’’ and all that follows through
the period and inserting ‘‘, no later than 10
days after receiving the contribution, the
contribution and the following information:

‘‘(i) The identification of the contributor.
‘‘(ii) The date of the receipt of the con-

tribution.’’;
(2) in subsection (c)—
(A) by striking paragraph (2);
(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘or con-

tributions aggregating more than $200 during
any calendar year’’; and

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), and
(5) as paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), respec-
tively; and

(3) in subsection (h)(2), by striking ‘‘(c)(5)’’
and inserting ‘‘(c)(4)’’.

(b) SECTION 304.—Section 304(b)(3)(A) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434(b)(3)(A)) is amended by striking
‘‘whose contributions’’ and all that follows
through ’’so elect,’’.
SEC. 303. PROHIBITION OF DEPOSITING CON-

TRIBUTIONS WITH INCOMPLETE
CONTRIBUTOR INFORMATION.

Section 302 of Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 432) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(j) DEPOSIT OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—The treas-
urer of a candidate’s authorized committee
shall not deposit or otherwise negotiate a
contribution unless the information required
by this section is complete.’’.
SEC. 304. FILING OF REPORTS USING COMPUT-

ERS AND FACSIMILE MACHINES; RE-
QUIRED ELECTRONIC DISCLOSURE
BY COMMISSION.

Section 304(a) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)) is amended
by striking paragraph (11) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(11) ELECTRONIC FILING.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall

issue a regulation to permit a report, des-
ignation, or statement required to be filed
with the Commission under this Act to be
filed in electronic form accessible by com-
puter or through the use of a facsimile ma-
chine or other method of transmission that
corresponds with the method of record-keep-
ing or transmission used by persons required
to file under this Act.

‘‘(B) INTERNET ACCESS TO CAMPAIGN FINANCE
INFORMATION.—The Commission shall make
the information contained in a designation,
statement, report, or notification filed with
the Commission under this section accessible
to the public on the Internet and publicly
available at the offices of the Commission
not later than 24 hours after the designation,
statement, report, or notification is received
by the Commission.’’.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 401. BAN ON MASS MAILINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3210(a)(6) of title
39, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing subparagraph (A) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(A) A Member of, or Member-elect to,
Congress may not mail any mass mailing as
franked mail.’’.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) Section 3210 of title 39, United States
Code, is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) in paragraph (3)—
(I) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘, in-

cluding general mass mailings,’’;
(II) in subparagraph (I), by striking ‘‘or

other general mass mailing’’; and
(III) in subparagraph (J), by striking ‘‘or

other general mass mailing’’;
(ii) in paragraph (6)—
(I) by striking subparagraphs (B), (C), and

(F);
(II) by striking the second sentence of sub-

paragraph (D); and
(III) by redesignating subparagraphs (D)

and (E) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec-
tively; and

(iii) by striking paragraph (7);
(B) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (a) (4) and (5)’’ and inserting ‘‘para-
graphs (4), (5), and (6) of subsection (a)’’;

(C) by striking subsection (f); and
(D) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub-

section (f).
(2) Section 316 of the Legislative Branch

Appropriations Act, 1990 (39 U.S.C. 3210 note)
is amended by striking subsection (a).

(3) Section 311 of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act, 1991 (2 U.S.C. 59e) is
amended by striking subsection (f) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(f) [Reserved].’’.
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall take effect at the
beginning of the first Congress that begins
after December 31, 1998.
SEC. 403. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided in this Act,
this Act and the amendments made by this
Act shall apply with respect to elections oc-
curring, payments made, and filing periods
beginning after December 31, 1998.

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
S. 222

At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. JOHNSON] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 222, a bill to establish an
advisory commission to provide advice
and recommendations on the creation
of an integrated, coordinated Federal
policy designed to prepare for and re-
spond to serious drought emergencies.

S. 260

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. GRAMS] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 260, a bill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act with respect to pen-
alties for crimes involving cocaine, and
for other purposes.

S. 358

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. REED] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 358, a bill to provide for compas-
sionate payments with regard to indi-
viduals with blood-clotting disorders,
such as hemophilia, who contracted
human immunodeficiency virus due to
contaminated blood products, and for
other purposes.

S. 401

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from Maine [Ms.
SNOWE] was added as a cosponsor of S.
401, a bill to improve the control of
outdoor advertising in areas adjacent
to the Interstate System, the National
Highway System, and certain other
federally assisted highways, and for
other purposes.

S. 852

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name
of the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
LEAHY] was added as a cosponsor of S.
852, a bill to establish nationally uni-
form requirements regarding the ti-
tling and registration of salvage, non-
repairable, and rebuilt vehicles.

S. 948

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
[Ms. LANDRIEU] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 948, a bill to amend the Older
Americans Act of 1965 to improve the
provisions relating to pension rights
demonstration projects.

S. 980

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from California
[Mrs. BOXER] and the Senator from Illi-
nois [Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN] were added
as cosponsors of S. 980, a bill to require
the Secretary of the Army to close the
United States Army School of the
Americas.

S. 1042

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
name of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. BAUCUS] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1042, a bill to require country of
origin labeling of perishable agricul-
tural commodities imported into the
United States and to establish pen-
alties for violations of the labeling re-
quirements.

S. 1062

At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. CHAFEE] and the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] were added as
cosponsors of S. 1062, a bill to authorize
the President to award a gold medal on
behalf of the Congress to Ecumenical
Patriarch Bartholomew in recognition
of his outstanding and enduring con-
tributions toward religious understand-
ing and peace, and for other purposes.

S. 1113

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. ASHCROFT] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1113, a bill to extend certain
temporary judgeships in the Federal
judiciary.

S. 1153

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1153, a bill to promote
food safety through continuation of the
Food Animal Residue Avoidance
Database program operated by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

S. 1164

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1164, a bill to state a pol-
icy of the United States that engages
the People’s Republic of China in areas
of mutual interest, promotes human
rights, religious freedom, and democ-
racy in China, and enhances the na-
tional security interests of the United
States with respect to China, and for
other purposes.
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